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The Collegial Environment
and the Functional Organization
Mary K. Bolin

SUMMARY. Libraries are generally organized by function in order to
carry out their mission efficiently. Academic librarians who are faculty
also have a collegial organization that exists apart from any functional
arrangement. Public and technical services librarians in this sort of organization are colleagues who have responsibility for the library in the
way that teaching faculty are responsible for the programs in their departments. This article discusses the characteristics of the successful
collegial organization and the relationship of technical and public services librarians in a collegial library. [Article copies available for a fee from

The Haworth Document Delivery Service: 1-800-342-9678. E-mail address:
getinfo@haworthpressinc.com <Website: http://www.haworthpressinc.com>]

KEYWORDS. Organizational change, academic libraries, library organization, library administration, technical services, public services,
collegiality
INTRODUCTION
‘‘Everything is assigned and nothing is assigned’’--this paradox is at the
heart of Allen Veaner’s ‘‘last word’’ on the subject of academic librarianship.1 Librarians have what he terms ‘‘programmatic responsibilities’’ and
‘‘programmatic leadership’’ which operate from a ‘‘node of power and influ[Haworth co-indexing entry note]: ‘‘The Collegial Environment and the Functional Organization.’’
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ence,’’ rather than deferentially and self-effacingly responding only to perceived or expressed needs.2 This paradigm demands that librarians be able to
think subtly, tolerate ambiguity, make a distinction between themselves and
non-librarians, and take responsibility for something that is not a ‘‘list of
tasks’’ but a program.3
Veaner dismisses the idea that organizational models such as teams or
matrices are the key to achieving the paradigm that he describes. He does not
speak directly to the explosive issue of faculty status for academic librarians.
Moreover, it is not necessary for academic librarians to be faculty for them to
assume responsibility and leadership in the way that Veaner describes. But
implied in his dismissal of the organizational experiments and his argument
for programmatic responsibility is the separation of functional arrangement
from the library’s professional or collegial organization.
The issue of faculty status for librarians has been talked to death, with a lot
of heat, but also with some light having been shed. Many of the arguments
against it make points that must be dealt with, including the strained comparisons between librarianship and teaching, and the implication that librarians
must assume a false identity in order to gain respect. The many versions of
some sort of faculty status which exist in different institutions make it impossible to say that it has been a success, a failure, or something in-between.
However, the paradigm described by Veaner can work, and it can work in the
collegial environment that is necessary for librarians to be successful faculty.
All organizations are imperfect. Some organizations may have a functional
arrangement that impedes service, and changing that arrangement may improve service. Nevertheless, even the best functional organization will not
prevent incompetence, mediocrity, and failure, because the baggage that each
person brings to a workplace guarantees that no organization can be made
perfectly efficient or perfectly anything. A collegial library organization will
have its share of imperfection and irrationality as well.
This article describes the characteristics of the successful collegial organization and the interaction between the collegial library faculty and the
library functions, and particularly the traditional technical and public services.
HISTORICAL SETTING
Academic libraries share an environment with higher education in general.
This has been described at length many times: the competition for scarce
resources, the demand for accountability from governing bodies and citizens,
the rapid technological development, and the new players providing even
more competition. In this environment, the academic library is trying to find
its place, just as colleges and universities in general are doing. Within the
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library, public services departments are asking what ‘‘reference’’ might be
these days, bibliographers ponder the concept of a ‘‘collection,’’ and technical services examines the very nature of ‘‘acquiring’’ and giving ‘‘access’’ to
information.
Taking a step backward, the most recent iteration of faculty status for
academic librarians arose during a time when higher education was looking
at governance arrangements.4 The changes to higher education in the late
1960s and shortly after represented a reaction against top-down management,
and products of that time include student evaluation of teaching, newlycreated or revived faculty senates, and a generally more participative climate.
The desire of librarians to take their place in this reshaped collegial model is
represented by the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL)
documents on faculty status.5
The Collegial Organization
As the name implies, the collegial organization consists of faculty who are
colleagues, without regard for specific position. This form of organization
grew and developed over a long period of time as colleges and universities
evolved, and is a model designed for the scholarly pursuits of teaching and
the activities that accompany it. Although many people work for the university, only the faculty members belong to the collegial organization. The collegial organization makes recommendations on promotion and tenure, has responsibility for the curriculum for each program, and carries out governance
responsibilities through departmental, college, and university-wide committees.
While academic freedom and faculty governance are crucial characteristics of the collegial organization, there are checks on faculty authority. The
university administration and governing boards have the ultimate authority in
budget allocation and decision-making. Students, alumni, accrediting agencies, legislative bodies, and citizens all have authority or influence as well. To
glamorize or romanticize the idea of being faculty is to misunderstand or
deny its messy reality, especially in today’s climate, which is often critical of,
if not adversarial toward, the traditions of higher education.
THE TEACHING DEPARTMENT
Faculty in a teaching department6 are assigned courses by the department
head, with participation, negotiation, cajoling, bargaining, and so on. There
are many issues involved in this assignment, including the interests and
expertise of the faculty member and the needs of the department and university. However, once the teaching load is assigned, the faculty member is

52

INTEGRATION IN THE LIBRARY ORGANIZATION

responsible for the course as it is officially described in the catalog, and
independent and autonomous within the confines of political and academic
reality. The faculty member’s scholarship usually relates in some way, to a
greater or lesser extent, to the courses taught.
The role of teaching and the nature of scholarship are being debated on
many campuses. The model of scholarship proposed by Ernest Boyer has
been influential.7 Boyer proposes four kinds of scholarship: of discovery,
integration, application, and teaching. This model attempts to give faculty
from different departments and disciplines different kinds of scholarship that
best fit their subject, assignment, and talents. The attention in recent years to
the role of teaching and the value of different kinds of scholarship shows that
teaching faculty are not monolithic and by no means universally satisfied
with the status quo.
THE COLLEGIAL LIBRARY
The library faculty, i.e., the librarians only, constitute the collegial library
organization. Without regard for functional differences, library faculty make
promotion and tenure recommendations, and have responsibility for the library, as if it were the curriculum in a teaching department. Library faculty
have research and service as an integral part of their assignment.
The library situation is comparable to the teaching department in a number
of ways. Reference, cataloging, collection management, and so on, are assigned, balancing library needs with faculty expertise and ability. Library
faculty may not necessarily enjoy the autonomy of teaching faculty, however.
They may be observed and monitored at the reference desk by their colleagues, constrained beyond necessity not only by the supposed requirements
of shared cataloging standards but by local procedures, and by pressure from
teaching faculty to manage the collection in a certain way. The view of
librarianship as ‘‘service’’ with its connotation of response and reaction may
constrain us as well. On the other hand, teaching faculty have ‘‘interference’’
and constraints as well, including the need to have satisfactory student evaluation scores, pressure to maintain or increase enrollment, and so on.
The Boyer model of scholarship is useful for librarians. The research
interests of librarians can grow out of the applied research they do routinely,
in which ‘‘the library is the laboratory.’’8 The work of the academic librarian
can be the raw material for the scholarship of application. Far from needing
‘‘release time’’ to do research, librarians have the potential for a close relationship between library assignment and the research that can grow out of it,
so that scholarship is integrated with librarianship, and is not a discrete
‘‘add-on.’’
One complex problem is the role of managers and administrators in the
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collegial organization. While teaching departments are relatively flat, the
departmentalization and increased administration that came with the rise of
the modern university in the nineteenth century brought a more specialized
and hierarchical arrangement to all parts of the university.9 The academic
library grew more specialized and hierarchical as modern librarianship grew
along with the modern university. Tucker describes the role of the academic
department head as a ‘‘first among equals’’ who nevertheless has administrative responsibilities such as planning, budgeting, evaluation, and faculty development.10 Bloss and Lanier have described a similar set of responsibilities
for library department heads, even in a non-traditional functional organization.11
In some of the most important and influential recent literature on the
academic library organization, Mitchell and Morton emphasize the need for
library faculty to be acculturated to the scholarly life,12 Veaner describes the
set of attitudes necessary for librarians to have a paradigm of ‘‘programmatic
responsibility,’’13 and Hill describes the characteristics of librarianship as a
profession and how those characteristics relate to the collegial model.14
These three articles provide the complete conceptual framework for a successful collegial and functional organization for academic librarians.
Despite the existence of these well-reasoned and persuasive roadmaps to a
collegial library, there is hardly a sorer topic in academic librarianship than
the question of faculty status for librarians. There are a number of valid
criticisms to be made of the faculty model for librarians, but one real reason
for the bitterness and strife that surround this issue is in the implementation it
has received in various libraries. There may be conceptual difficulties with
the model, but ambiguity and even contradiction are more easily tolerated
than bad management. Modern academic librarianship grew up with the
modern university, and their origins have much in common, but the problem
with faculty status for librarians is failure of library administrators to make a
real commitment to it and provide a supportive environment. The brilliant
systematizing of Melvil Dewey had an obvious human resources agenda--the
oppressive, prescriptive ‘‘busyness’’ that still afflicts many libraries today.
Nor is this limited to libraries. Rudolph remarks of the rise of industrialized
‘‘academic man’’ in the early twentieth century, ‘‘the cult of efficiency sustained the old paternal purposes.’’15
Debate on faculty status centers on the supposed conflict between the
demands of library service (the functional organization) and of scholarship
and faculty governance. One common objection is the supposed need for
librarians to work a conventional weekly and daily schedule. Another objection is present but not often stated: the traditional egalitarianism of many
librarians that makes them reluctant to make a point of the difference between
themselves and other library employees. Implicit also is the insecurity of
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some librarians regarding their qualifications, scholarly and professional.
Both these qualities are part of the lack of socialization into the scholarly
outlook, which makes some librarians reject the idea of being faculty. Selffulfilling prophecies that result from this are the view that faculty activity will
interfere with ‘‘real work,’’ and the perception that teaching faculty do not
accept librarians as colleagues.
The collegial organization demands that librarians view themselves as
scholars in charge of a program, rather than technicians who have mastered a
skill, even a complex and important skill. It demands that they be willing to
make a sharp distinction between the responsibilities they have as faculty and
the responsibilities of other library employees who are not faculty. It demands that they deal with faculty from outside the library as peers. Why are
these demands difficult? They may be difficult in themselves, but they are
also in conflict with the actual values of many libraries. It is not surprising
that librarians resent the idea of faculty status when it often has been implemented so badly.
TECHNICAL SERVICES
There are particular problems and benefits for technical services librarians
in the collegial organization. The first problem for technical services is the
idea that academic librarianship is a form of ‘‘teaching.’’ Wilson describes
this pervasive and facile analogy as an ‘‘organization fiction’’ by which
librarians rationalize the fact that they are often perceived negatively, controlling scarce resources.16 She dismisses educational differences and other factors in analyzing why teaching faculty reject the notion that librarians are
teachers, seeing the reason as simply that they can see no similarity between
teaching and librarianship.
Ackerman states that the ‘‘[ACRL] Statement on Faculty Status of College
and University Librarians (1975), . . . [t]aken at face value, . . . excludes
librarians without substantial teaching and research functions from faculty
status,’’ although in a second document, ‘‘The Standards for Faculty Status of
College and University Librarians . . . by accepting professional responsibilities in particular areas of competence . . . they blanket in all librarians.’’17
Despite the more inclusive language of the second document, this concept of
librarianship as a form of teaching underlies the way the profession has
conceived and argued for faculty status.
Hill counters this notion, including among the ‘‘characteristics of librarianship’’ the concepts of librarianship as ‘‘an academic discipline in its own
right,’’ with ‘‘its own foundation of theory and practice,’’ the basis for which
is ‘‘organization, evaluation, and provision of access to information.’’18 This
is the workable and acceptable conceptual basis for a collegial library; how-
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ever, the persistent ‘‘backroom’’ image and resulting lower status of technical
services has not changed substantially despite all the changes of the last thirty
years. This can be exacerbated in the collegial organization if librarians are
thought to be faculty because of a strained comparison between librarianship
and teaching, based on the superficial resemblance between reference and
library instruction and some of the activity of teaching departments. McGowan illustrates both the weakness of the comparison and the persistent backroom role assigned to technical services by proposing a clinical model for
library faculty as an improvement over the ‘‘librarianship as teaching’’ analogy.19 She compares reference librarians to medical school clinicians who
treat patients, and assigns technical services librarians the role of radiologist
or pathologist in this analogy. (This gives new meaning to the term ‘‘dead
serial.’’)
Especially when there is a ‘‘librarianship as teaching’’ analogy, public
services, particularly reference, may be viewed as the default library service,
the norm to which all others are compared. This presents two problems for
technical services. One is that, while acquisitions, cataloging, and so on, may
have a constrained and narrowly defined mission and scope, reference and
instruction may grow to include every new service or new way of delivering
service. This leaves technical services faculty out in the cold, and may lead to
the second problem, which is that they are felt to be missing something at
promotion and tenure time, since they may have shared neither in the ‘‘default’’ service nor in any innovations in service.
Technical services is production-oriented, and has an almost industrial
quality to the flow of material from placing an order to sending an item to the
shelf. Like all of librarianship during its modern history, it is task- or methodoriented. Moreover, the so-called ‘‘deprofessionalization’’ of cataloging and
other technical services functions has caused a sort of identity crisis for some
technical services librarians. Activities that were once the province of professional librarians are now done by non-librarians, resulting in increased prominence and responsibility for paraprofessional staff. This is not incompatible
with a collegial organization, however. The task-oriented nature of the workflow does not imply that the work of technical services librarians is merely
Veaner’s abhorred ‘‘list of tasks.’’20 ‘‘Deprofessionalization’’ can be a kind
of ‘‘reprofessionalization,’’ in which staff are highly-skilled and able to take
over many of the complex but ultimately routine tasks and much of the
supervision, leaving technical services librarians to act as planners, managers, problem-solvers, and experts on difficult cases.
The expertise of the faculty is crucial to defining the functions and their
relationship to each other in the collegial organization. Looking beyond
task-based technical skill does not mean that knowledge and experience are
not important. Catalog librarians must be expert catalogers, from knowledge
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of the MARC format to an understanding of the principles of bibliographic
control in its broadest sense. Reference librarians, subject bibliographers,
acquisitions and serials librarians, all must bring confident expertise to the
library program. The heart of scholarship is the love of a subject and the
mastery of it. True expertise would allow collegial librarians to create their
own ad hoc matrix or team organization, and change it at will. Moreover, just
as the collegial library is responsive, but does not merely react to outside
demands, technical services librarians in the collegial organization do not
merely react to demands from public services but take initiative in planning
their part of the library program.
While both Hill and Veaner characterize libraries as generally hierarchical,
and Veaner emphasizes the hierarchical nature of the university, technical
services departments are traditionally more hierarchical than public services
departments, particularly reference departments. Technical services librarians
often see promotion to a supervisory or department head position as a sign of
progress in a career, whereas reference librarians may find themselves jockeying for position in a flat, undifferentiated department. In the collegial
organization, promotion consists not of receiving a supervisory assignment,
but promotion in rank, to Associate or full Professor or the equivalent. Like
teaching faculty, librarians in the collegial organization can ‘‘progress’’ by
attaining higher ranks through demonstrating increasing expertise in some
aspect of librarianship and the accompanying research and service. This
increasing expertise might include supervisory or managerial responsibility,
but that is by no means the only kind of ‘‘progress.’’
The collegial organization may require managers to rethink their roles as
well. Staff have supervisors, because supervisors manage a given task or
group of tasks. Faculty members do not have supervisors, because they are
colleagues in charge of a program. Department heads may find that their
promotion or tenure is being voted on by faculty in their departments, who
report (functionally) to them. Not only that, but if managerial positions are
overvalued in the traditional functional organization, they may be undervalued in the collegial one. Good management is the key to a successful organization, and department heads must show leadership among library faculty,
despite the fact that they are not ‘‘supervisors’’ of faculty.
Hill lists as one of the characteristics of libraries that they are ‘‘service
organizations.’’21 Her point in saying this includes the idea that an academic
library serves the needs of a particular institution and designs services to
match the needs of that one institution. While that may be true, the hard-todeny idea of libraries as a ‘‘service’’ may do more harm than any other truism
about libraries. If librarianship is a service, then, in the minds of many,
technical services serves public services. This idea interacts with the idea of
(public services) librarian as teacher in a way that is potentially very damag-
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ing to technical services. The library is not a ‘‘service’’ any more than the
English Department is a ‘‘service’’ to students of agriculture and engineering,
or any more than any enterprise of any kind is a ‘‘service.’’ This view of
librarianship as ‘‘service’’ will not allow programmatic leadership or responsibility as described by Veaner. As it is implemented, giving service sometimes turns into being servile, of which C. S. Lewis remarks, ‘‘By a ‘servile’
man . . . we mean an abject, submissive man who cringes and flatters. That is
not the ancient idea . . . the true servile character is cheeky, shrewd, cunning,
up to every trick, always with an eye to the main chance. . . . ’’22 The
emphasis on librarianship as service often leads to servility in both the senses
described: worshipful, cringing adulation of Dr. Smith, and his demands, and
a decidedly uncollegial feeling toward him when he is not around. Technical
Services suffers in this situation, since all the blame and none of the gratitude
for ‘‘service’’ can be directed there.
WORKLOAD AND ASSIGNMENT
‘‘Everything is assigned and nothing is assigned,’’ but faculty must still
have workable assignments. This array of assignments will form the basis for
annual performance evaluation and for collegial evaluation for promotion
and tenure. The missions defined by many universities are teaching, research,
and service and faculty workload is divided among these three areas. These
three missions can be adapted and adopted by a library faculty. Each librarian
would be assigned a portion of librarianship, with research and service being
left to the initiative of the individual. This assignment is the mechanism for
innovation, because ‘‘assignment’’ is assignment of a responsibility, not a
task. The librarianship assignment would consist only of cataloging for some
librarians, of reference and instruction for some, of reference, instruction, and
collection development for others, of administration or management of a
function for some, and so on.
The meaning of research is more obvious, although the definition of scholarly activity is being discussed on many campuses. In any case, for a truly
collegial organization and genuine faculty status, librarians must embrace
scholarship and the idea that they are scholars.
‘‘Service’’ is used to mean many things, and can be especially ambiguous if
librarianship is defined as a service. Service for faculty members includes the
activities of regional and national professional organizations, as well as participation in faculty governance at the local level. Service on campus with other
faculty colleagues is essential for a successful collegial library organization.
It is ironic that one of the critiques of faculty status that has been made is
that library faculty are evaluated for promotion and tenure primarily on their
assignment in librarianship rather than on research activities. If this is true,
we are ahead of the game for once. One issue for teaching faculty in recent
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years has been the need for each faculty member to be evaluated on the
percentages of teaching, research, and service assigned to each individual,
rather than making decisions primarily based on research output, which may
be a small percentage of the entire workload.
TIME AND SPACE
One aspect of ‘‘assignment’’ is the difficult and literal one: how much?
Teaching faculty may have percentages of time devoted to each function. The
percentage of time devoted to teaching will correspond to the part of the
department’s curriculum that is assigned to each faculty member, and may be
nearly identical for each person, or may vary according to factors such as the
level of student being taught. The percentage of time assigned to teaching
includes explicitly named courses, and implicitly includes preparation, office
hours and other time to meet with students, etc.
Librarianship assignments can mimic this situation to a certain extent. The
hours devoted to reference and instruction can be divided among reference
librarians, equally or according to some formula or special arrangement. That
assignment can include explicitly scheduled hours and implicit activity such
as preparation, individual reference and instruction for patrons who request
it, preparation of instructional materials, and so on.
This type of assignment is somewhat different for technical services librarians. While cataloging was scheduled to a certain degree in the days when one
went ‘‘to the terminal,’’ those days are gone, with cataloging software installed
on the desktop computer of each cataloger. Therefore, while catalogers can be
assigned a portion of the cataloging workload, by language, format, subject,
etc., and while that explicit assignment can have implicit activities such as
solving problems, assigning call numbers, and so on, this is not the same as
having a defined number of hours of reference or instruction. Whereas reference and library instruction are scheduled and predictable, the stream of items
to be cataloged never dries up. There is also a danger that a cataloger could
simply never catalog since it is unscheduled. Kingma and McCombs discuss
workload in analyzing the ‘‘opportunity costs’’ for faculty status, estimating
the amount of work that is ‘‘lost’’ when librarians engage in research and other
scholarly activities.23 Time spent on one thing cannot be spent on another, but
the notion expressed by Kingma and McCombs that a certain number of books
would have been cataloged, for example, for every hour that a librarian spends
instead on research, or anything else, is dubious.
The view that library faculty have no time, or very little time, to engage in
scholarship is widely accepted. Hill characterizes library faculty as being like
those teaching faculty who have a heavy teaching load.24 Mitchell and Morton
emphasize the fact that being a faculty member is ‘‘not a forty-hour job.’’25
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These two assertions are probably true, but they disguise something at the heart
of the rancor many librarians feel about faculty status. Even teaching faculty
with ‘‘heavy course loads’’ are free to manage their time outside the classroom.
In many libraries, however, ‘‘not a forty-hour job’’ still means coming at eight
and sitting still until five, rather than having the freedom to come and go in the
way that is best for each library faculty member, whether other employees are
envious or disapproving or not. Hill also remarks, accurately, that most librarians have a twelve-month contract, and are not free to pursue scholarship in the
summer.26 Most libraries could probably afford to have a number of faculty on
academic year contracts, however, and those that remain on twelve-month
appointments probably have fewer demands in the summer, and could plan
more scholarly activity for that time.
Ackerman quotes an analysis of the organization of a university library as
stating that ‘‘the degree of formal supervision required by the library greatly
exceeds that customary in the teaching colleges.’’27 The librarians at this
institution were uncertain about the prospects for a successful collegial organization for this reason. This is where the collegial and functional organizations meet, however, especially in technical services. A well-run technical
services operation should not need library faculty to babysit. Experienced
upper-level staff can be the best supervisors for the daily operations in technical services, leaving library faculty free to plan and execute the programmatic
responsibility and engage in scholarship and governance as well.
Space is as great a factor as time. It was a revelation to me a number of
years ago to hear a colleague remark on the eve of a library building project,
‘‘We’re the last faculty on campus who don’t have offices.’’ The new library
included a separate office for each faculty member, because in the collegial
organization, there may be a hierarchy concerning window offices or corner
offices, but not in the fact that each scholar needs a private place to work.
Lacking private offices, both technical and public services faculty suffer
disadvantages. Public services librarians may be subject to a constant stream
of traffic, whereas technical services librarians may have to work in a
crowded warren of desks, undifferentiated from all other types and levels of
staff, with their comings and goings more obvious and remarked on. Moreover, public services librarians perform reference and instruction at various
designated places in the library. Technical services librarians have no ‘‘escape’’ from whatever space has been allotted to the department.
INTERACTION WITH TEACHING FACULTY
While public services librarians interact with teaching faculty during reference, instruction, and collection management activities, technical services
librarians may have few opportunities for this kind of interaction. In the
collegial organization, however, faculty have responsibilities that take them
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beyond the walls of their own department, and library faculty have a vital
contribution to make in the way of university service. Faculty governance is
carried out through a faculty senate and its standing and ad hoc committees.
Library faculty have a broad intellectual outlook, organizational skills, and a
view of the organization that is not limited to one college or department,
which makes them valuable participants in university service.
While this kind of service is valuable for librarians and the university
alike, it has another benefit for those who will take notice. The argument that
librarians cannot be successful as faculty because our teaching colleagues
will not accept us is belied by the behavior they show when participating on
committees. They may not accept us as teachers, because we are not teachers.
But if we are ‘‘wearing our own clothes,’’ as Hill suggests, we will be
accepted. Teaching faculty are as variable as any other group. They range
from the dunce to the genius, and from the utterly provincial, who see the
world from the perspective of their own department or discipline only, to
those with a much broader perspective. Their view of library faculty is generally condescendingly uninterested at worst, to truly collegial at best. Moreover, it is naïve to believe that teaching faculty accept each other without
reservation, and reject library faculty as unworthy. One hardy aspect of
academic politics is the scorn of one department or discipline for another, and
the pecking order that exists even in the same department between different
sub-disciplines and individual faculty.
CONCLUSION
The collegial organization is better for a library, and particularly for technical services, than any functional organization by itself. The combination of
functional expertise and the flexibility and broad outlook of the scholar are
what allow the library ‘‘program’’ to be like the programs in a teaching
department. In the view of Veaner, librarians have programmatic responsibility like that of teaching faculty for the curriculum. No organization makes
people anything other than flawed, exasperating humans, but the collegial
model frees the best people to do their best work.
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